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Date: 12 Jun 1993 06:08:06 -0500
From: swrinde!cs.utexas.edu!geraldo.cc.utexas.edu!thumper.cc.utexas.edu!not-for-mail@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: Blind VEs
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

Dana, KK6JQ writes in article 1596

>
>In article <1993Jun11.202613.29623@ennews.eas.asu.edu> shandrow@enuxva.eas.asu.edu (Darrell B Shandrow) writes:
>>Like I said, noone is perfect.  I messed up and duped this article.  I'm
>>very sorry for that.  However, this does not in any way detract from  its
>>contents.  
>>
>
>After all the zealous banter and strident militancy you've treated us
>to, are you certain sending a duplicate article does not in *some* way
>detract from your points?
>

I can't speak for Derrall here, but in my opinion the answer is no.  First of
all one has to remember that this usenet business is tricky.  I've been using it
for well over a year and I'm *still* (much to my delight) learning things.  It's
part of what makes this sort of communication fun.  Unfortunately mistakes are
sometimes made.  So no.  I wouldn't say that the multiple posting negates any of
Derrell's points.  It was just the sort of mistake that we've all made.

If some of our posts have appeared to contain "zealous banter," it must be 
understood just how important to the blind of this country that this issue is.
If the FCC's ruling is allowed to stand, a precident will be set for all 
governmental agencies.  This would then move to private industry, and jobs that
the blind have fought for for genrations could be lost.  

Now I understand how this might not concern you.  If you aren't blind and don't
realize that thousands go blind in this country every year (and the next one 
just *couldn't* be you), you're probably having difficulty understanding what
the big deal is.  But a great many of your fellow amateurs who are blind 
understand only too well.  What might seem like a minor problem to you (and I'm
not pointing the finger at you *specifically*, Dana) is seen by the blind as a 
real threat to their livelihoods and independance.  I can't help but feel that
if you understood the anxiety that this ruling has brought about, you might
better understand the zealousness.  

Strong activist language is often mistaken for "strident millitancy," especially
by those who might be opposed to the position of the activist in question, and
who might wish to strengthen their own arguments by characterizing the activist
as a radical.  This mistake can also be made by people who simply don't 
understand the activist's viewpoint.  Some of our posts have contained activist
language, one post of mine in particular did.  But it can not be denied that a
majority of our posts have displayed rationality.  Yes, some might have sounded
millitant to the uninformed.  But as Mike Freeman pointed out in an earlier
article, much of this had to do with the fact that we have explained our 
position on this topic repeatedly, yet there are some who have continued to 
bring up the same questions over and over again.  So can one blame some of us
for becomming somewhat irritated?  I think not.

Please try not to view our zealousness as milignant.  It's for a *vital* cause.
And if our language seems a bit millitant, take into account what we have to 
loose here.  Imagine it were *you* that was facing this.  And perhaps then you
can understand.

I've seen lots of great questions about how we would do some things here, and
that alone gives me hope that people are learning something that they never 
learned before.  I've heard it said that the "good old days" of amateur lending
a hand to amateur are over, and that we all look out for ourselves these days.
But there's been a lot of understanding out there, and rest assured that the
blind amateurs are appreciative.  

We will continue to discuss this problem with anyone who cares to talk about it.
That discussion will be carried out in a courteous manner, and I think that I 
can speak for all of us when I say that questions will be answered in as clear a
fashion as possible.  

I hope that I've been able to clear up a few things here.  I'm sure that Derrell
will post to this, too, but I felt that it was important to communicate just how
important this whole thing is to us.  Thanks for reading this.


			73 and Have a Good Weekend!

-- 
David Milner      |  *********  |  Amateur Radio Callsign  N 5 R U L   (R/R # 3)
(GeNie)  D.MILNER |  *  Moo! *  |  (Internet)  aggedor@ccwf.cc.utexas.edu
Austin, Tx. U.S.A.|  ********** |  I know who I am, and I will *NEVER* go back!
** Illegitimus Non Carborundom Est!  (Don't let the bastards get you down!) **

------------------------------

Date: 12 Jun 93 16:44:14 GMT
From: news-mail-gateway@ucsd.edu
Subject: Blind VEs
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

David Milner - 

you write a good fight, but in your response to my post, you just made 
nebulous warm fuzzy statements.

The FCC has decreed "VEs must be able to observe ...".  the guys in West 
Virginia didn't want to work with the person this whole debate is about.  
There probably is a lot more to this story but we don't have that.

You are now in a hole, administratively speaking, because there has been a 
decision made that is unfavorable to you.  

You now have to show to the FCC that all the high and mighty speech about 
blindness not being an impediment to being a VE is not just so much hot air.

Your task is to develop a presentation that could be given to the FCC to show 
their fears about blind individuals being VEs are unfounded.  This has to be 
done in a non-adversarial form.  It may be reasonable to test this on the WV 
hams that didn't want to work with the individual in question in the first 
place.

73, bill wb9ivr

------------------------------

Date: Sat, 12 Jun 1993 17:15:57 GMT
From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!europa.eng.gtefsd.com!emory!kd4nc!ke4zv!gary@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: Blind VEs
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

In article <1vbkjd$geu@thumper.cc.utexas.edu> aggedor@thumper.cc.utexas.edu (The Monster of Peladon) writes:
>
>None of the posts that I've written, and none of the posts that I've read have
>accused anyone of racism.  To do so would be counterproductive in my opinion.
>Racism has only been referred to in its analogous sense, to illustrate what has
>appeared to some to be s similarity between outdated views concerning the 
>capabilities of the blind, and outdated perceptions of the abilities of people
>of color.  This was done not to garner sympathy.  Rather it was done to aid our
>fellow amateurs to better understand our position on this whole issue.

That certainly wasn't the impression that I got. And it's the reason I
jumped into this fray. Too many people have jumped on the bandwagon of
screaming racism, or comparing their causes to that of the civil rights
movement, when the situations aren't comparable. This technique has
done much to discredit *real* struggles against racism and taint the 
real struggles for civil rights. It's become like invoking Hitler to
justify some unrelated position. That's become such a joke on the net
that invoking Hitler signals loss of the debate, and has diluted the
real horrors of the Nazi regieme.

>>The FCC wants a flat management structure for the exam system.  Adding 
>>unaccredited people (human readers) probably won't cut it with them. This was
>>set up such that the amateurs themselves would be running their own exams.
>
>This is a point that we've been making.  With our alternative techniques (which
>include live readers) we are quite capable of administering, and being in charge
>of testing sessions.  
>
>Whether the reader is unaccredited or not is irrelevant.  Live readers are a 
>reasonable accommodation for the blind.  This is supported by the Rehabilitation
>Act of 1973 as amended.  This is federal law, and therefore will have to "cut
>it" with the FCC.  In fact, I'd be willing to bet anyone a cold cheeseburger 
>that there are blind persons working for the Commission at this very moment who
>use live readers.  Just one thing.  If I loose the bet, please, no McDonald's
>(TM) cold cheeseburgers.  B-)

I suspect that the FCC does employ blind workers. However, the VE system
consists of *volunteers*, and I don't believe that the FCC is required to
show cause to reject *any* unpaid volunteer's services. I also have no 
problem with "live readers" being used as *readers*, but as proctors for 
exam sessions, the "reader" *is* the proctor, and the FCC wants that person 
answerable to *them* and not to some volunteer third party.

>>Let's get down to details here.  Let's not forget that if a blind VE is just 
>>as good as a sighted VE, then we should be able to take it to the limit and 
>>have an entire exam conducted by only blind VEs.  Make that case workable 
>>to the FCC.
>
>I'm certain that this could be done with little problem.  After all, blind 
>schoolteachers and University Professors have been giving exams to sighted 
>students (with and *without* live readers) for decades.  

Here's what a blind professor says about that:

    "In my own work, I always use procters for tests and exams and I can
     assure you that the excellent students I pick (not taking the course)
     would not want anyone to earn something without working hard at it.
     Conscientious students who really work hard for something will 
     protect that virtue to the end!  Therefore, such conscientious 
     individuals could indeed serve as procters in a VE session."  
	Betsey Doane,  K1EIC SM CT  <Doane@CCSUA.CTSTATEU.EDU>
	Professor of Mathematics / Computer Science
	Housatonic Community Technical College
	Bridgeport, CT

And I think this is accurate. Proctoring does not require special
knowledge, so conscientious students can do the job. However, the 
FCC does not allow unaccredited persons to act as proctors in the 
volunteer examiner system. Rather than trying to claim that such 
proctors are *really* just physical extensions of another accredited 
person, which I think rational examination would find to be false,
it would seem more reasonable to get the FCC to accept proctors who 
are not licensed to supervise the mechanical process of taking an 
exam under the direction of an accredited VE, blind or sighted.

>But blind VEs alone shouldn't be singled out for this sort of test of their 
>abilities.  I'm in complete favor of competence, and even excellence being 
>shown by VEs.  In fact I believe that all of us in the service should *demand*
>such.  Therefore if the FCC wishes to test the strengths of VEs then by all
>means let them do so.  But let it be *all* VEs, and not just those who are 
>blind.

I think this is a good idea. VEs, or acceptable substitutes working under
the direction of a VE, should be required to pass a proctoring test before 
being allowed to supervise exams. An Extra Class amateur license does not
automatically qualify someone as an examination proctor.

Gary
-- 
Gary Coffman KE4ZV          |    You make it,     | gatech!wa4mei!ke4zv!gary
Destructive Testing Systems |    we break it.     | uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv!gary
534 Shannon Way             |    Guaranteed!      | emory!kd4nc!ke4zv!gary 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244     |                     | 

------------------------------

Date: 12 Jun 1993 17:58:33 -0500
From: swrinde!cs.utexas.edu!geraldo.cc.utexas.edu!thumper.cc.utexas.edu!not-for-mail@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: Blind VEs
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

Gary, KE4ZV writes in article 1599:

>
>In article <1vbkjd$geu@thumper.cc.utexas.edu> aggedor@thumper.cc.utexas.edu (The Monster of Peladon) writes:
>>
>>None of the posts that I've written, and none of the posts that I've read have
>>accused anyone of racism.  To do so would be counterproductive in my opinion.
>>Racism has only been referred to in its analogous sense, to illustrate what has
>>appeared to some to be s similarity between outdated views concerning the 
>>capabilities of the blind, and outdated perceptions of the abilities of people
>>of color.  This was done not to garner sympathy.  Rather it was done to aid our
>>fellow amateurs to better understand our position on this whole issue.
>
>That certainly wasn't the impression that I got. And it's the reason I
>jumped into this fray. Too many people have jumped on the bandwagon of
>screaming racism, or comparing their causes to that of the civil rights
>movement, when the situations aren't comparable. This technique has
>done much to discredit *real* struggles against racism and taint the 
>real struggles for civil rights. It's become like invoking Hitler to
>justify some unrelated position. That's become such a joke on the net
>that invoking Hitler signals loss of the debate, and has diluted the
>real horrors of the Nazi regime.
>

That is something on which we can agree, Gary.  Yes.  As I've stated in another
article I fully agree with the opinion as you've expressed it.  But "the civil
rights movement" encompasses more than just people of color.  I've been involved
in it for years and I can tell you that there's quite a bit more to it then you
appear to perceive.  And in the case that I cited above, the comparison is 
quite justified.  If this were another venue, I could point out to you several
examples of court decisions and hate crime that would both curl your hair and
remind you quite a bit of the black civil rights movement in the 1960's.  But
this discussion is about amateur radio, so I won't waste bandwidth talking about it here.  Suffice it to say that Mike Freeman was more than justified when he
made the comparison that seems to have been the catalyst for your appearance in
this debate.

>
>I suspect that the FCC does employ blind workers. However, the VE system
>consists of *volunteers*, and I don't believe that the FCC is required to
>show cause to reject *any* unpaid volunteer's services. I also have no 
>problem with "live readers" being used as *readers*, but as proctors for 
>exam sessions, the "reader" *is* the proctor, and the FCC wants that person 
>answerable to *them* and not to some volunteer third party.
>

For years blind volunteers weren't allowed to join the Peace Corps.  After a 
struggle which lasted quite a long time, we were finally allowed to join and to
serve our country.  Therefore the *volunteer* argument doesn't hold water.  The
FCC *is* required to comply with Federal law, which provides for live readers
and other alternative techniques.  I will address your statement about readers
later, as I see you've mentioned them further on in your article.

>
>Here's what a blind professor says about that:
>
>    "In my own work, I always use proctors for tests and exams and I can
>     assure you that the excellent students I pick (not taking the course)
>     would not want anyone to earn something without working hard at it.
>     Conscientious students who really work hard for something will 
>     protect that virtue to the end!  Therefore, such conscientious 
>     individuals could indeed serve as proctors in a VE session."  
>	Betsey Doane,  K1EIC SM CT  <Doane@CCSUA.CTSTATEU.EDU>
>	Professor of Mathematics / Computer Science
>	Housatonic Community Technical College
>	Bridgeport, CT
>
>And I think this is accurate. Proctoring does not require special
>knowledge, so conscientious students can do the job. However, the 
>FCC does not allow unaccredited persons to act as proctors in the 
>volunteer examiner system. Rather than trying to claim that such 
>proctors are *really* just physical extensions of another accredited 
>person, which I think rational examination would find to be false,
>it would seem more reasonable to get the FCC to accept proctors who 
>are not licensed to supervise the mechanical process of taking an 
>exam under the direction of an accredited VE, blind or sighted.
>

With all respect to Professor Doane, I'd say that regardless the quality of the
candidates involved, blind VEs, using their alternative techniques *including* 
live readers would be well capable of Proctoring any licensing exam.  He has his
opinion and I respect it.  But you've also heard from other blind people right
here on the net who have taught classes, and they've stated that it could be 
done.  They said nothing about the candidates.  And next month their opinions,
along with the opinions of more sighted amateurs than I suspect you're willing
to accept exist, will be joined by the 50,000+ opinions that make up the 
National Federation of the Blind.  At that time a resolution to reverse the FCC
ruling will be presented and passed, and the FCC policy will be changed in time.

Now to what you say about readers.  You act as if the concept of readers and
what they are was conceived simply for this argument.  Not the case.  As we've
stated time and again, blind people have been using readers successfully for
decades, and we've pretty much established what they are, aside from any logic
games that anyone might wish to play.  We've said that they are an extension of
(when they are working) of the blind person, and so they are.  This is not a
*claim*, it is simple fact.

>
>I think this is a good idea. VEs, or acceptable substitutes working under
>the direction of a VE, should be required to pass a Proctoring test before 
>being allowed to supervise exams. An Extra Class amateur license does not
>automatically qualify someone as an examination proctor.
>

Agreed.  At present all that we know about VEs who currently proctor exams is
that they are individuals who volunteer for the task.  Nothing more can really
be determined about their character or their competency by the simple fact that
they are there doing the job.  If I'm all for competency tests for 
schoolteachers (and I am), then I should and *do* support such testing for *all*
prospective exam proctors.  This might not tell us much about their character,
but it *would* guarantee excellence in the testing process, which is certainly
something that the candidate deserves.

The blind are prepared to offer excellence in VE Proctoring.  So give them the
chance.  I think that if you do, you will be pleasantly surprised.

>Gary

				73 to All!


-- 
David Milner      |  *********  |  Amateur Radio Callsign  N 5 R U L   (R/R # 3)
(GeNie)  D.MILNER |  *  Moo! *  |  (Internet)  aggedor@ccwf.cc.utexas.edu
Austin, Tx. U.S.A.|  ********** |  I know who I am, and I will *NEVER* go back!
** Illegitimus Non Carborundom Est!  (Don't let the bastards get you down!) **

------------------------------

Date: 12 Jun 1993 19:20:00 -0500
From: usc!cs.utexas.edu!geraldo.cc.utexas.edu!thumper.cc.utexas.edu!not-for-mail@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: Blind VEs
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

Bill, WB9IVR writes in article # 1598:

>
>
>David Milner - 
>
>you write a good fight, but in your response to my post, you just made 
>nebulous warm fuzzy statements.

Bill:

Thank you for the compliment.  This topic is important to us as I've said, and
we're all trying to do our best to get our point across.

The statements that I made in response to your post were meant to be in part, an
explanation in some (but not too much) detail of just how much this issue means
to all the blind people of this country.  They were meant to be courteous but
factual, as I've endeavored to make all my arguments on this topic.  Please do
not misinterpret what I've said here.  This isolated ruling by the FCC could 
possibly have catastrophic effects on blind persons in the United States..

>The FCC has decreed "VEs must be able to observe ...".  the guys in West 
>Virginia didn't want to work with the person this whole debate is about.  
>There probably is a lot more to this story but we don't have that.
>

Absolutely.  It's quite possible that Mr. Moten has such an abrasive personality
that no one wants to work with him.  Or he might have problems with personal 
hygiene, or any of a thousand other things that we haven't been told about.  I am
quite familiar with the workings of the press, and I can tell you that the end
product of a story rarely resembles its first draft, and it's usually *much*
smaller, too.  Yes, we have to take that into account when we're talking about
this, but only as a side issue.  But on that side issue, if Mr. Moten were an
unpleasant person to work with, I don't believe that *I* would want to proctor
an exam with him, regardless of his visual acuity.

Having said that, I want to make it clear that I am not acquainted with the 
gentleman in question, and therefore do not wish to defame his character in any
way. 

But we *do* know what the FCC ruling says, and we know the dire consequences to
the lives of the blind which it represents if it is allowed to stand.  

>You are now in a hole, administratively speaking, because there has been a 
>decision that is unfavorable to you.

This has happened before in other cases.  You might recall an earlier article 
that I wrote, in which I mentioned the now defunct National Accreditation 
Council for Agencies serving the Blind and Visually Handicapped (NAC).  Our
struggle with this organization lasted over a generation.  During that time we
won and lost, but that didn't deter us in the least.  We knew that this group
was a threat to the blind, and that it had to be stopped.  It finally was.  It 
is in the nature of social movements that favorable results might come only 
after years of hard work and a few setbacks.  But they come, nevertheless.

>
>You now have to show to the FCC that all the high and mighty speech about 
>blindness not being an impediment to being a VE is not just so much hot air.
>

Not at all.  Our competence in teaching and giving exams has been proven in 
schools and universities across the nation.  What we have to show the FCC, is 
that our position is backed by years of experience, common sense, the law of
Congress and other legal precedent.  

>Your task is to develop a presentation that could be given to the FCC to show 
>their fears about blind individuals being VEs are unfounded.  This has to be 
>done in a non-adversarial form.  It may be reasonable to test this on the WV 
>hams that didn't want to work with the individual in question in the first 
>place.
>

As I've said the proof of our competence exists in both the institutions of 
learning and in other places of work.  If the FCC requires proof of our ability,
they only need to look around them.  

We *always* begin with negotiation.  As I've said that is often times all that
is required to resolve situations of this type.  We've found that when people
know of our competency and learn of our individual strengths, they tend usually
tend to agree with us on a given issue.

Regardless of the impression that you may have, we do not go in "guns blazing,"
and try to grandstand our way to a positive conclusion of *any* issue.  Our 
approach is careful, reasoned and rational.  We only invoke the law and go to
court when other possibilities have been exhausted.  The FCC will become aware
of this when the blind of the nation convince them that their ruling should be
reversed, and part 97 altered to reflect the fairness that we seek.

>73, bill wb9ivr

				73 to All!


-- 
David Milner      |  *********  |  Amateur Radio Callsign  N 5 R U L   (R/R # 3)
(GeNie)  D.MILNER |  *  Moo! *  |  (Internet)  aggedor@ccwf.cc.utexas.edu
Austin, Tx. U.S.A.|  ********** |  I know who I am, and I will *NEVER* go back!
** Illegitimus Non Carborundom Est!  (Don't let the bastards get you down!) **

------------------------------

Date: Sun, 13 Jun 1993 03:06:03 GMT
From: swrinde!gatech!concert!news-feed-1.peachnet.edu!umn.edu!csus.edu!news.ucdavis.edu!othello.ucdavis.edu!ez006683@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: Blind VEs
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

William=E.=Newkirk%Pubs%GenAv.Mlb@ns14.cca.CR.rockwell.COM wrote:

: The FCC has decreed "VEs must be able to observe ...".  the guys in West 
: Virginia didn't want to work with the person this whole debate is about.  
: There probably is a lot more to this story but we don't have that.
A story that I am not privy to either.  Therefore the discussion must
revolve around the sight requirements placed by the FCC and not the
individual case.

: You are now in a hole, administratively speaking, because there has been a 
: decision made that is unfavorable to you.  
This seems to parrallel the NQ0I case a little, doesn't it? You argue that
this case is possibly not just about a physical limitation but is of
greater scope.  And others have argued that the NQ0I case isn't really
about PRB-1 because he wanted too much.  

: You now have to show to the FCC that all the high and mighty speech about 
: blindness not being an impediment to being a VE is not just so much hot air.
hmmm... does that mean if the FCC finds that a sighted ham is unable to
or neglects to properly *observe* a test session you should be required to
PROVE to the FCC that you ARE capable?

: Your task is to develop a presentation that could be given to the FCC to show 
: their fears about blind individuals being VEs are unfounded.  This has to be 
: done in a non-adversarial form.  
My experience with blind people, I can't speak for them all, is that most
ofthe adverserial tone and defensiveness tehy feel is due to patronage
and not having to be prove themselves.

: It may be reasonable to test this on the WV 
: hams that didn't want to work with the individual in question in the first 
: place.
ARE YOU NUTS?!?!?!  if this *is* a case of prejudice based upon
sightednes, not a fact but a possibility, then these are the exact people
we don't want to judge a blind persons ability.  

Dan
--
*---------------------------------------------------------------------*
* Daniel D. Todd      Packet: KC6UUD@WA6RDH.#nocal.ca.usa             *
*                   Internet: DDTODD@ucdavis.edu                      *
*                 Snail Mail: 1750 Hanover #102                       *
*                             Davis CA 95616                          *
*---------------------------------------------------------------------*
*       I do not speak for the University of California....           *
*       and it sure as hell doesn't speak for me!!                    *
*---------------------------------------------------------------------*
      

------------------------------

Date: Sun, 13 Jun 1993 00:07:55 GMT
From: anomaly.sbs.com!kd1hz@uunet.uu.net
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <1993Jun10.232329.17773@ncar.ucar.edu>, <1993Jun11.030623.18992@physics.unr.edu>, <1v90pt$lfu@doc.cc.utexas.edu>
Subject : Re: NQ0I Loses Big PRB-1 Antenna Case

aggedor@doc.cc.utexas.edu (The Monster of Peladon) writes:

>I agree wholeheartedly with this sentiment. As far as I'm concerned if one owns
>the land, one can do what one likes with it.  

Cool. So, you wouldn't mind if I moved next door to you and started burying
toxic waste in my backyard, would you?

MD

------------------------------

Date: 12 Jun 1993 19:34:48 -0500
From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!math.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!geraldo.cc.utexas.edu!thumper.cc.utexas.edu!not-for-mail@network.UCSD.EDU
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <1993Jun11.030623.18992@physics.unr.edu>, <1v90pt$lfu@doc.cc.utexas.edu>, <1993Jun13.000755.2777@anomaly.sbs.com>utexas.
Subject : Re: NQ0I Loses Big PRB-1 Antenna Case

In article <1993Jun13.000755.2777@anomaly.sbs.com> kd1hz@anomaly.sbs.com (Rev. Michael P. Deignan) writes:
>aggedor@doc.cc.utexas.edu (The Monster of Peladon) writes:
>
>
>Cool. So, you wouldn't mind if I moved next door to you and started burying
>toxic waste in my backyard, would you?
>
>MD

I think that you read a previous article that I've written on this subject you
will find a sufficient answer for your question.  But just for the sake of time,
I'll once again state here, that I am all for indivisualism, as long as it does
no harm to others.  I would have thought that it would be taken for granted that
that was what I meant when I made the statement that I did, but apparently it
was not, so I have restated it in a (hopefully) clearer manner here.


-- 
David Milner      |  *********  |  Amateur Radio Callsign  N 5 R U L   (R/R # 3)
(GeNie)  D.MILNER |  *  Moo! *  |  (Internet)  aggedor@ccwf.cc.utexas.edu
Austin, Tx. U.S.A.|  ********** |  I know who I am, and I will *NEVER* go back!
** Illegitimus Non Carborundom Est!  (Don't let the bastards get you down!) **

------------------------------

End of Ham-Policy Digest V93 #186
******************************
